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Abstract 
 
 Past research demonstrates the high prevalence of occupational accidents and injuries, 
and therefore much work has gone into examining potential antecedents to such incidences. 
However, while some research has examined personality as a potential antecedent, results 
suggesting personality as a significant predictor of occupational safety remain inconclusive. 
Therefore, the purpose of the current work is to conduct a cross-sectional multi-source survey 
study that will take a closer look at the relationships between various personality variables and 
occupational safety. Essentially, the purpose of the current study is threefold: (1) to examine the 
relationships between two Big Five personality factors, safety locus of control, and optimism 
bias as antecedents of safety performance and outcomes, (2) to take a facet-level analysis by 
breaking up the extraversion and conscientiousness factors into their constituent facets in order 
to see if each facet may be differentially related to occupational safety when compared the 
overall factor, and (3) to examine various moderators that may affect the relationships between 
extraversion and occupational safety. Results of this study suggest that the extraversion and 
conscientiousness facets are not differentially related to occupational safety. Further, some 
evidence for contextual moderators in the relationships between personality and safety 
performance was found. Overall, this study provides further insight into the role that personality 
may play in predicting safety across various industries. 
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
Occupational safety is a concern to organizations around the world. In 2011, almost three 
million workplace accidents and injuries took place in the United States alone. This comes out to 
a rate of 3.5 accidents per 100 full time workers (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012). Clearly, 
occupational injuries are a severe problem, and work must be done to investigate this issue. Past 
research has recognized this need, and a great deal of work has been done to examine various 
antecedents to occupational safety. In 2009, Christian, Bradley, Wallace, and Burke meta-
analyzed work relating situational and personal factors in safety performance to unveil potential 
antecedents of accidents and injuries. Results from the meta-analysis demonstrated general 
support for significant relationships between various situational-related factors (e.g., safety 
climate; supervisor support) and occupational safety. However, in terms of person-related 
factors, such as personality, results were not as conclusive. In fact, with the exception of risk 
taking, all tested personality traits were either weakly or not at all related to safety. Thus, at first 
glance, it may appear that personality may not be a reliable or useful predictor of safety 
performance and outcomes in the workplace.  
However, it is possible that personality may be much more predictive of occupational 
safety than past research suggests. Specifically, a more “fine grained” analysis of personality as a 
predictor of occupational safety may reveal that personality is in fact an important and significant 
antecedent to safety performance and outcomes. For instance, the vast majority of past research, 
such as that of Christian et al. (2009), looked at personality variables at the factor level, but did 
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not look at these personality factors at the facet level (for exceptions, see Beus, McCord, & 
Dhanani, 2014; Hogan & Foster, 2013). However, it is time to also begin considering if the 
relationships between personality factors and safety measures might differ when each factor is 
broken up into its various facets. Further, it is important to examine potential moderators 
between these personality constructs and safety. Specifically, perhaps personality is an important 
predictor of safety in some settings, while not in others. If this is the case, then it comes as no 
surprise that certain personality factors do not appear to have a significant relationship with 
safety overall. Finally, Christian et al. (2009) did not examine these antecedents in relation to 
each safety performance and safety outcomes, which was likely due to a limited number of 
studies to analyze. Therefore, it is important to provide research relating each of these 
antecedents to both components of occupational safety (i.e., safety performance and safety 
outcomes), so that future meta-analyses will be able to examine all of these relationships within 
the model.    
Thus, overall, there is still a great deal of work to be done in order to conclude whether or 
not personality is a significant predictor of occupational safety performance and outcomes. If 
results do in fact suggest significant relationships among these variables, organizations will be 
able to potentially avoid accidents by selecting people with personality traits that render them 
less susceptible to accidents. I believe that this would be a very feasible way to improve 
occupational safety, and would be much easier to implement than interventions aimed to change 
other situation-related antecedents (e.g., safety climate). Therefore, the current work seeks to 
address this issue by providing a closer investigation into the relationships between personality 
and occupational safety (performance and outcomes). Specifically, I will present a literature 
review and hypotheses for relationships regarding (1) extraversion and occupational safety,  (2) 
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conscientiousness and occupational safety, (3) optimism bias and occupational safety, and (4) 
safety locus of control and occupational safety. I will then propose various moderators in the 
relationships involving extraversion, safety locus of control, and optimism bias. The particular 
moderators that will be discussed are: the presence of others in the workplace, the amount of 
danger associated with the job, the consequence of error, and safety climate. These hypotheses 
will be examined by testing a series of models in which personality predicts occupational safety 
(i.e., safety performance and accidents/injuries). 
Neal and Griffin’s (2004) Model of Safety Performance 
Neal and Griffin (2004) developed a frequently utilized conceptual framework to model 
safety behaviors of individuals in the workplace. This framework was created through the 
integration of research on psychological climate and performance in the workplace. Specifically, 
the model discusses both distal and proximal antecedents of safety performance. The proximal 
factors, which Neal and Griffin describe as those that are “directly responsible for individual 
differences in safety behavior” (p. 16), are comprised of the knowledge and skills that one must 
have in order to engage in proper safety behavior and of the motivation to perform such safety 
behaviors. The distal factors, which affect safety behaviors indirectly through their effects on the 
proximal factors, include work environment antecedents of safety performance (e.g., safety 
climate and organizational factors) and individual antecedents of safety (e.g., attitudes and 
individual differences, including personality). According to the model, these distal and proximal 
antecedents work together to influence one’s safety knowledge, or how well employees know 
how to perform safely, and safety motivation, or how much an individual is willing to enact and 
engage in safety behaviors. These in turn work to affect safety performance (behaviors that 
exhibit safety). Finally, this safety performance ultimately leads to quantifiable safety outcomes 
! ! !4 
(results of the behaviors; e.g., accidents, injuries, fatalities). 
 The meta-analysis conducted by Christian et al. (2009) included variables that were used 
the Neal and Griffin (2004) model. As previously mentioned, the variables of particular interest 
to the current work are their investigations of distal, person-related antecedents such as 
conscientiousness, extraversion, and propensity for risk-taking. Results from this meta-analysis 
suggest that conscientiousness and risk-taking were each significantly related to safety 
performance (note that this meta-analysis did not examine the specific relationship between 
extraversion and safety performance), while conscientiousness (but not extraversion nor risk-
taking) was related to safety outcomes. 
Personality Factors as Predictors of Safety  
As previously mentioned, a sizable amount of research has investigated the role of 
personality as a predictor of occupational safety (e.g., Cellar, Nelson, Yorke, & Bauer, 2001; 
Salminen, Klen, & Ojanen, 1999). The majority of this work looked at personality in terms of the 
Big 5 personality factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which consist of openness to experience, 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, and extraversion. The current work examines two 
of these factors. Specifically, I investigate the relationships between extraversion and 
conscientiousness with occupational safety. While it would be beneficial to examine the facet-
level relationships of all Big Five personality factors, such a project would require a much longer 
survey than was feasible for the current study. Therefore, I chose one factor in which research 
has consistently found mixed results (i.e., extraversion) in order to examine whether only certain 
facets had significant relationships with the outcomes of interest.  This factor will be the primary 
focus of the study. Additionally, I chose to include conscientiousness in this study, which is a 
factor that has consistently been found to relate to occupational safety outcomes. By running 
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exploratory analyses on this personality factor at the facet level, we may (1) check to ensure the 
data aligns with past research (2) and better understand which facets of conscientiousness are 
vital in fostering optimal safety performance in the workplace.  
Extraversion 
Extraversion is the tendency to prefer social activities (Barrick & Mount, 1991, p. 3; 
Costa & McCrae, 1992). The relationship between extraversion and safety performance has not 
been thoroughly investigated. However, results regarding extraversion and negative safety 
outcomes have revealed mixed results. For instance, extraversion has been found to be 
significantly and negatively related to workplace accidents in mill workers (Powell, Hale, 
Martin, & Simon, 1971). In addition, Sümer (2003) found in a sample of professional drivers 
that the personality variable sensation seeking, which is highly correlated with the extraversion 
facet of excitement seeking (Aluja, Garcıá, & Garcıá, 2003), was related to increased traffic 
accidents. This may be due to individuals high in excitement seeking having the tendency to 
engage in risky behavior (Jonah, 1997). More generally, this negative relationship may be due to 
an extravert’s decreased vigilance (Eysenck, 1962), which might negatively impact one’s ability 
to maintain focus on performing safely. Recent meta-analytic evidence also found evidence for 
this negative relationship (ρ = -.10; Beus et al., 2014). 
However, others have found extraversion to have the opposite relationship with accidents 
and injuries. For instance, positive affectivity, which is often used as a proxy for extraversion 
(e.g., Clark & Watson, 1999), has been found to correlate negatively with workplace accidents 
(Iverson & Erwin, 1997). This may be the result of positive affectivity being related to high self-
efficacy (Judge, 1993) and to more careful appraisals of situations (Staw & Barsade, 1993). 
Thus, individuals high in this factor may believe in their ability to abide by rules and regulations 
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and take their time before engaging in any work activity that may be considered dangerous. In 
addition, Liao, Arvey, Butler, and Nutting (2001) and Roy and Choudhary (1985) found 
extraversion to have a negative relationship with workplace accidents in both firefighters and bus 
drivers, respectively. 
Finally, others have found no relationship between extraversion and negative safety 
outcomes (e.g., Arthur & Graziano, 1996; Cellar et al., 2001; Salminen et al., 1999). Some meta-
analytic evidence has also failed to find a significant relationship between these variables (ρ = -
.07, Christian et al., 2009; ρ = -.09, Clarke & Robertson, 2005). 
Research Question 1a: Will extraversion be significantly related to safety performance? 
Research Question 1b: Will extraversion be significantly related to negative safety 
outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)? 
Extraversion Facets and Occupational Safety 
At this point, most research has examined personality at the factor level. However, these 
factors can also be broken down into more specific facets, which may provide further insight into 
exactly what parts of personality are significantly affecting various outcomes, including 
occupational safety. Some research has taken this closer look and has demonstrated that a facet 
level analysis does provide different and beneficial information above and beyond a typical 
factor level analysis. For example, though not related to occupational safety, Hastings and 
O’Neill (2009) examined personality as a predictor of a different outcome, namely workplace 
deviance. In this study, the authors were interested in seeing if there were differences in 
personality as a predictor of workplace deviance when looking at the Big Five at a factor versus 
facet level. Results from this analysis demonstrated that relationships between personality and 
workplace deviance were obscured when looking at the factor level. That is, at the factor level, 
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relationships between personality and workplace deviance were not significant. However, when 
that factor was broken down into its constituent facets, significant predictors were unveiled. For 
example, neuroticism was not found to be a significant predictor of workplace deviance. 
However, when examining the relationship at a facet level, anger (a facet of neuroticism) was 
found to be a significant predictor. This study demonstrates the importance of breaking 
personality factors up into its constituent facets, so that we might be able to unveil significant 
predictors that would not otherwise be found using a broader, factor level approach. 
Thus, as aforementioned, in terms of Big 5 personality factors, the current work will look 
at each of the Big 5 personality factors at the overall factor level. However, in terms of a facet 
level analysis, the current work will look at extraversion at both the factor level and the facet 
level. The particular extraversion facets examined in the current work are those originally 
proposed by Costa and McCrae (1992). Specifically, they are: gregariousness (i.e., being 
sociable and having a preference for being in the company of others), excitement seeking (i.e., 
seeking adventurous, stimulating, and exciting activities), activity (i.e., desiring to be busy and to 
live with a high pace), assertiveness (i.e., being dominant, forceful, and controlling), positive 
emotions (i.e., being happy, optimistic, and cheery), and warmth (i.e., being friendly and 
affectionate toward others). 
 Gregariousness. Because gregarious individuals enjoy socializing, it is possible that 
these individuals may be less likely to concentrate on safety performance in the workplace. That 
is, I suggest that these individuals prioritize social opportunities at work more than their safety in 
the workplace, and in fact may even jeopardize their safety in order to fulfill their need for 
socialization. Past research has supported this idea that gregarious individuals are more likely to 
engage in risky behaviors that may compromise their safety. Specifically, research suggests that 
! ! !8 
gregarious individuals have a greater tendency to engage in excessive drinking (Schall, Kemeny, 
& Maltzman, 1992; McAdams & Donnellan, 2009) and risky sexual behavior (Miller et al., 
2004). This may perhaps be due to these individuals being more socially sensitive, such that they 
are so vigilant about what others are doing around them that they are easily prone to conformity 
and are responsive to social pressure.  
Further, gregarious individuals generally tend to perform poorly in a variety of settings in 
comparison to their less social counterparts. For example, Lievens, Coetsier, De Fruyt, and De 
Maeseneer (2002) conducted a cross-sectional survey that found that gregarious individuals were 
significantly less likely to sit medical examinations successfully. Additionally, gregariousness is 
related to lower general intelligence (Pincombe, Luciano, Martin, & Wright, 2007) and increased 
procrastination (Watson, 2001), which have each been found to relate to performance (Schmidt 
& Hunter, 1998; Steel, 2007). While these examples are not safety specific, they demonstrate the 
potential for a gregarious tendency to interfere with one’s ability to perform optimally at work. I 
believe that this effect may spill over to safety performance, such that individuals high in the 
facet of gregariousness are also less likely to exhibit high safety performance in the workplace.  
In fact, past work also provides evidence to suggest that gregariousness is related to 
decreased performance in a variety of occupational settings. For example, Luuk, Luuk, and 
Aluoja (2009) found that gregariousness was a negative predictor of job performance in the air 
traffic control industry. Additionally, research by Killgore, Richards, Killgore, Kamimori, and 
Balkin (2007) found gregarious individuals to be particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of 
sleep loss on attention and vigilance.  This might be particularly negative for jobs that require 
long hours, such as truck driving or nursing. All in all, these studies provide evidence to suggest 
that gregariousness plays an important role in one’s ability to follow through with safety rules 
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and regulations. Therefore, I suggest that gregarious tendencies will be negatively related to 
safety performance and positively related to negative safety outcomes in the workplace.  
Hypothesis 1a: There will be a negative correlation between gregariousness and safety 
performance. 
Hypothesis 1b: There will be a positive correlation between gregariousness and negative 
safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries). 
 Excitement Seeking and Sensation Seeking. Intuitively, it seems that excitement 
seeking may be detrimental to safety, as these individuals actively seek out activities that are 
risky and engaging. Research in various areas of psychology supports this assertion. For 
example, individuals high in excitement seeking are more likely to engage in delinquent or 
criminal behavior and have conduct problems (Lynam, Leukefeld, & Clayton, 2003; Jones, 
Miller, & Lynam, 2011). Further, this facet has been linked to the abuse of various substances, 
including tobacco, marijuana, cocaine, heroine, and alcohol (Terracciano, Lockenhoff, Crum, 
Bienvenu, & Costa, 2008; Windle & Barnes, 1988).  
 Additionally, a great deal of research has looked at sensation seeking, which is defined as 
“the need for varied, novel, and complex sensations and experiences and the willingness to take 
physical and social risks for the sake of such experience” (Zuckerman, 1979, pp. 10). This 
construct has been found to be conceptually and empirically the same as the extraversion facet of 
excitement seeking, and in fact, the excitement seeking facet was created to explicitly measure 
the construct of sensation seeking (Aluja, Garcıá, & Garcıá, 2003). Overall, the sensation seeking 
literature suggests a strong relationship between sensation seeking and risky behaviors. For 
example, sensation seeking is related to noncompliance with medication (Ekselius, Bengtsson, & 
von Knorring, 2000) and high-risk sexual activities (Kalichman & Rompa, 2001). Further, there 
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has been a great deal of research that has focused on sensation seeking and risky driving.  For 
instance, McMillen, Smith, and Wells-Parker (1989) conducted an experimental study in which 
participants drove a driving simulator. Results from this study found that sensation seekers took 
greater driving risks overall. Since this study, research has consistently replicated this 
relationship between sensation seeking and risky driving behavior (e.g., Jonah, Thiessen, & Au-
Yeung, 2001; Schwebel, Severson, Ball, & Rizzo, 2006).  
Given these relationships between excitement seeking and various risky behaviors, it 
seems likely that individuals high in this facet may prioritize safety less than others. Specifically, 
it seems that these individuals may prioritize excitement over being safe, which in turn leads to 
them being more focused on entertainment as opposed to safety rules and regulations. In fact, 
research by Vickers and Hervig (2005) examined how this facet is related to occupational 
accidents in the United States Navy. Results from this cross-sectional study found a significant, 
positive relationship between excitement seeking and negative safety outcomes. Similarly, recent 
meta-analytic evidence has supported the assertion that excitement seeking is negatively related 
to safety performance (ρ = -.27; Beus et al., 2014). Therefore, in the current study I suggest that 
there will be a negative relationship between excitement seeking and safety performance and a 
positive relationship between excitement seeking and negative safety outcomes.  
Hypothesis 2a: There will be a negative correlation between excitement seeking and 
safety performance. 
Hypothesis 2b: There will be a positive correlation between excitement seeking and 
negative safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries). 
 Activity. To date, not much research has examined this facet of extraversion in relation to 
safety. However, of the work done in this area, it seems that individuals high in activity may be 
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more prone to engage in risky behaviors. For instance, research has found that in general, active 
individuals may be likely to engage in illegal marijuana use (Terracciano et al., 2008), sexual 
activity while under the influence of a substance (Miller et al., 2004), and are significantly less 
likely to comply with their medications (Cohen et al., 2004). While none of these examples are 
necessarily workplace related, they suggest that individuals high in the activity facet are prone to 
engage in behaviors deemed unsafe. This may perhaps be due to their need for busyness and a 
fast pace, which could serve as a distraction from safety procedures and inhibit the ability to 
fully think through the consequences of risky behaviors. Thus, I predict that individuals high in 
the activity facet will be more likely to have decreased safety performance and more negative 
safety outcomes. 
Hypothesis 3a: There will be a negative correlation between activity and safety 
performance. 
Hypothesis 3b: There will be a positive correlation between activity and negative safety 
outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries). 
 Assertiveness. Generally, assertive individuals are likely to take on leadership roles and 
are confident (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Additionally, much of the work relating assertiveness to 
safety involves aggression. Specifically, past research has consistently provided evidence to 
suggest that assertiveness is related to approaching arguments with others, such that these 
individuals tend be high on aggressiveness (e.g., Buckle, 1997; Jones, Miller, & Lynam, 2011; 
Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003). This increased aggression has the potential for these individuals 
to become easily irritated and frustrated at work, and therefore they may be more prone to 
engage in aggressive behaviors at the workplace that may compromise the safety of themselves 
and others. 
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Further, perhaps due to their increased confidence in themselves and in their ideas (Costa 
& McCrae, 1992), assertive individuals may feel the need to argue to get what they want. It 
seems reasonable to suggest, then, that if assertive individuals are asked to work according to an 
array of safety procedures that might seem unnecessary or excessive, they will be less likely to 
comply. Therefore, while research has not specifically examined this link between assertiveness 
and occupational safety, I believe that assertiveness will have a detrimental effect on one’s 
occupational safety performance and outcomes.  
Hypothesis 4a: There will be a negative correlation between assertiveness and safety 
performance. 
Hypothesis 4b: There will be a positive correlation between assertiveness and negative 
safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries). 
 Positive Emotions and Warmth. While research exists to suggest a relationship between 
the other facets of extraversion and occupational safety, I failed to find evidence to suggest a 
relationship between either positive emotions or warmth with occupational safety. Therefore, I 
do not provide any hypotheses relating these facets to occupational safety. However, both of 
these facets will still be included in the analyses in order to unveil potential significant 
relationships.  
Research Question 2: Will positive emotions be significantly related to (a) safety 
performance and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?   
Research Question 3: Will warmth be significantly related to (a) safety performance and 
(b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?   
Conscientiousness 
This factor may be defined as being dependable, competent, hard-working, and 
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achievement oriented (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Of all the Big Five personality traits, 
conscientiousness has perhaps gained the most attention in this literature. In general, research has 
consistently found a positive relationship between conscientiousness and safety performance. 
Further, evidence suggests a negative relationship between conscientiousness and negative safety 
outcomes (e.g., Wallace & Vodanovich, 2003), with few exceptions (e.g., Fallon, Avis, Kudisch, 
Gornet, & Frost, 2000).  
 For instance, in terms of safety performance, Wallace and Vodanovich (2003) conducted 
two different studies in which one sample consisted of production workers and the other 
consisted of military personnel. Results demonstrated a significant, negative relationship 
between conscientiousness and unsafe work behaviors, such that individuals low in 
conscientiousness were more likely to engage in unsafe activities such as improper tool use and 
improper work strategies. Further, Arthur and Doverspike (2001) found evidence to suggest that 
individuals high in conscientiousness were more likely to abide by rules and regulations in 
comparison to individuals lower in conscientiousness. Through meta-analysis, Christian et al. 
(2009) also found a significant relationship between conscientiousness and safety performance 
(ρ = .18). 
In terms of safety outcomes, Wallace and Vodanovich (2003) examined accident 
involvement in two samples. Results of their analyses found a negative relationship between 
conscientiousness and occupational accidents, regardless of the source of accident data (e.g., 
self-report, supervisor reports, or organizational reports). Additionally, Cellar et al. (2001) found 
that individuals are more likely to have accidents when they have lower levels of 
conscientiousness. Further, Arthur and Graziano (1996) also found this negative relationship in 
two different samples (i.e., undergraduate students and employees from a temporary employment 
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service).  
 Finally, this negative relationship has been supported meta-analytically by two different 
analyses (Christian et al, 2009; ρ = -.26; Clark & Robertson, 2005; ρ = -.30). This negative 
relationship parallels the vast literature that has suggested that conscientiousness is predictive of 
general job performance (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997). This may be because 
conscientious individuals also tend to have greater levels of motivation (Furnham, Petrides, 
Jackson, & Cotter, 2002), which in turn may explain why individuals seem to be more motivated 
to uphold safety rules and regulations in the workplace. Further, conscientious individuals are by 
nature more conservative and rule-following (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which may lead them to 
follow safety protocols more closely. 
Thus, I aim to replicate these past results, and suggest that conscientiousness will be 
positively related to safety performance and be negatively related to accidents and injuries. 
Specifically, I hypothesize the following: 
Hypothesis 5a: Conscientiousness will be positively related to safety performance. 
Hypothesis 5b: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to safety outcomes (i.e., 
accidents and injuries). 
Conscientiousness Facets.  The aforementioned evidence demonstrating the importance 
of conscientiousness in predicting safety performance is helpful, particularly when organizations 
aspire to select individuals likely to engage in positive safety performance, or when trying to 
decide who might benefit from training related to safety policies and procedures. However, at 
this point, virtually all research examining conscientiousness in the safety literature has 
conceptualized the construct at the factor level. While examining the relationship at the factor 
level has provided a great deal of information, it may be beneficial to break conscientiousness up 
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into more specific facets in order to provide further insight into exactly what parts of 
conscientiousness are significantly related to safety performance (Costa et al., 1991). If some 
facets are more strongly related to safety performance than others, then organizations may garner 
a better idea of what specific aspects of personality should be considered in the aforementioned 
practices regarding selection and training (Kaplan & Tetrick, 2010, p. 459). 
Thus, in order to further shed light upon the relationship between conscientiousness and 
safety performance, this study includes the conscientiousness facets in order to see if some facets 
are more important than others in predicting workplace safety behaviors. The particular 
conscientiousness facets examined in the current work are those originally proposed by Costa et 
al. (1991). Specifically, they are: competence (i.e., the tendency to being capable, sensible, and 
accomplished), orderliness (i.e., the tendency to be tidy and organized), dutifulness (i.e., the 
tendency to adhere strictly to standards of conduct), achievement striving (i.e., the tendency to 
strive for excellence), self-discipline (i.e., the tendency to continue tasks, regardless of boredom 
and other distractions), and deliberation (i.e., the tendency to plan, be cautious, and be 
thoughtful). Please note that the relationships involving the conscientiousness facets are 
exploratory in nature, and therefore the direction of each of these relationships is not specifically 
hypothesized. 
Research Question 4: Will competence be significantly related to (a) safety performance 
and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?   
Research Question 5: Will orderliness be significantly related to (a) safety performance 
and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?   
Research Question 6: Will dutifulness be significantly related to (a) safety performance 
and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?   
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Research Question 7: Will achievement striving be significantly related to (a) safety 
performance and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?    
Research Question 8: Will self-discipline be significantly related to (a) safety 
performance and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?   
Research Question 9: Will deliberation be significantly related to (a) safety performance 
and (b) safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries)?    
Optimism Bias 
In addition to various personality variables, Christian et al. (2009) also examined risk-
taking propensity, or how often people report engaging in risky behaviors (Nicholson, Soane, 
Fenton-O’Creevy, & Willman, 2005), as an antecedent to safety performance and outcomes. 
Results from this analysis demonstrated a significant relationship between risk taking propensity 
and safety performance. Additionally, although the relationship involving safety outcomes (e.g., 
accidents) was not significant, it was in the hypothesized direction. 
It seems that one’s tendency to take risks (i.e., risk taking propensity) is the result of one 
of two situations. Specifically, individuals may have increased propensity for risk taking because 
they are stimulated by the risk, due to being high in the extraversion facet of excitement seeking 
(Aluja et al., 2003), which leads to a decreased motivation to perform safely. Alternatively, 
individuals may have a high propensity for risk taking because they may merely underestimate 
the potential for accidents, which is referred to in the literature as optimism bias. Specifically, 
optimism bias is defined as believing oneself to be invulnerable and immune to misfortune and 
accidents (Weinstein, 1980). Research suggests that individuals high in optimism bias do not feel 
concerned with safe behaviors because of a lack of knowledge, so they do not believe that they 
will fall victim to misfortune (Weinstein, 1987).  
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All in all, regardless of which pathway leads an individual to have a high risk-taking 
propensity, research has generally found support for risk-taking propensity being significantly 
related to accidents (Christian et al., 2009; Turner, McClure, & Pirozzo, 2004). However, I 
believe it would be beneficial to study this relationship even closer by examining these specific 
pathways in which one might be more likely to engage in risk-taking (either as a result of 
excitement seeking or optimism bias). Since hypotheses regarding excitement seeking and its 
potential relationship to occupational safety have already been addressed in the current work, it 
is now necessary to focus on the other pathway (i.e., on the relationships involving optimism bias 
and occupational safety).  
Overall, optimism bias is a well-documented phenomenon in the driving literature, as 
various studies demonstrate that drivers tend to think that they are more skilled than the average 
individual. For example, in a study conducted by Svenson (1981), when asked how safe a driver 
they were compared to all other participants in the study, over half of all participants believed 
that they were among the safest 20-30% of drivers in the experiment. Similarly, in a study by 
Delhomme (1991), 58% of a sample of drivers ranging from ages 18 to 90 stated that they had 
above average driving skills, while 37% reported having average driving skills and a mere 7% 
reporting that they had fewer driving skills than the average person.  
This overconfidence may lead these individuals to believe that they are less susceptible to 
accidents and injuries, and therefore they tend to take fewer precautionary measures and engage 
in increased risky behaviors. For instance, in terms of health, research has found that individuals 
with high optimism bias are less likely to quit smoking (Dillard, McCaul, & Klein, 2006) and 
report lower adherence to precautionary health behaviors (e.g., Hooerns, 1995). I believe that this 
lack of precaution will spill over to the workplace, such that individuals with high optimism bias 
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will take fewer precautions in terms of occupational safety rules and regulations. In fact, 
evidence suggests that optimism bias is quite apparent in the workplace (Caponecchia, 2010), 
and leads to decreased occupational safety performance (e.g., Workcover New South Wales, 
2002). Therefore, I believe that in the current work, optimism bias will be negatively related to 
safety performance, and will lead to an increase in negative safety outcomes. 
Hypothesis 6a: There will be a negative correlation between optimism bias and safety 
performance. 
Hypothesis 6b: There will be a positive correlation between optimism bias and negative 
safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries). 
Safety Locus of Control 
 Finally, Christian et al. (2009) examined the relationships between locus of control and 
occupational safety. Locus of control is defined as how much personal control one feels over 
events in his or her life (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002). An internal locus of control is 
characterized by having feelings of high personal control, while an external locus of control is 
characterized by having no such personal control. It was predicted that the more internal one’s 
locus of control, the more likely he or she would be to engage in safer practices and have fewer 
accidents in the workplace. This is because internal individuals would feel more responsibility 
for their actions, and therefore would be more careful on the job. Results supported these 
hypotheses by demonstrating significant relationships with both safety performance and 
outcomes, suggesting that the higher one’s internal locus of control, the higher one’s safety 
performance, and the lower one’s number of workplace accidents and injuries.  
However, not tested in their meta-analysis was the construct of safety locus of control, 
which specifically refers to the degree to which an individual feels that the consequences of 
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safety behavior are in his or her control (Wuebker, 1986). Although much research looks at locus 
of control more generally, it has been found that in comparison to a generalized measure, the 
more situation specific locus of control scales are more predictive of situation specific outcomes 
(e.g., Dahlhauser, 1982). Regarding the safety domain, there is some research to suggest that 
safety-specific locus of control is in fact predictive of safety outcomes, such as employee 
accidents (e.g., Jones & Wuebker, 1985; 1993).  This aligns nicely with the principle of 
specificity (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977), which suggests that domain-specific antecedents should be 
more predictive of domain-specific performance than of more general performance criteria. 
Thus, another aim of the current study is to examine safety locus of control as a predictor of 
occupational safety (performance and outcomes). Specifically, I believe that an individual’s 
safety locus of control will be a significant predictor of high safety performance and negative 
safety outcomes. 
Hypothesis 7a: There will be a positive correlation between internal safety locus of 
control and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 7b: There will be a negative correlation between internal safety locus of 
control and negative safety outcomes (i.e., accidents and injuries). 
Moderators  
In addition to the proposed direct relationships between each of the aforementioned 
personality constructs and safety, there is also evidence to suggest that these relationships may 
be moderated by the job context. For example, regarding the relationships that involve the 
overall extraversion factor and its facets, a meta-analysis conducted previously by Clarke and 
Robertson (2005) focused specifically on these relationships between the Big Five personality 
factors (e.g., extraversion, agreeableness, openness, neuroticism, and conscientiousness) and 
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accident involvement in both occupational and road traffic settings. Results from this analysis 
suggest similar findings as Christian et al. (2009), such that extraversion was not significantly 
related to accident involvement in the workplace (ρ = -.09). However, in regard to traffic 
settings, results suggest that extraversion was a significant predictor of accident involvement (ρ 
= .24).  
Together these two meta-analyses do not find support for a relationship between overall 
extraversion and occupational safety. However, both meta-analyses looked at the occupational 
setting in general terms, meaning that they did not look at how personality affects occupational 
safety depending on specific types of jobs, but rather look at these relationships across all jobs. 
Therefore, if this relationship differed for different types of jobs, such differences may not have 
been observed in prior studies.  
In fact, as aforementioned, Clarke and Robertson (2005) found that this relationship 
between extraversion and safety outcomes did become significant in a traffic environment. 
Therefore, it seems that this relationship is significant in some situations (e.g., traffic settings) 
but not significant in others (e.g., non-traffic occupational settings). This finding suggests that 
perhaps this relationship may be moderated by the context of the situation.  
This begs the question of what specific components of the job context moderate these 
relationships. Put differently, what is it about the type of job that might affect these relationships 
between each personality variable and occupational safety? I suggest (1) the presence of others in 
the workplace, (2) the consequence of error, (3) the amount of danger associated with the job, 
and (4) safety climate will moderate these relationships.  
It should also be noted that both meta-analyses by Christian et al. (2009) and Clarke and 
Robertson (2005) each looked at extraversion at the factor level, but did not look at this 
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personality factor at the facet level. That is, another reason why these relationships involving 
extraversion and occupational safety are often not significant may be due to the fact that some 
facets of extraversion (e.g., positive emotion) may not be relevant or may actually assist in 
facilitating safe practices, while other facets (e.g., excitement seeking, gregariousness) might be 
detrimental to safety – leading to mixed results or to an overall appearance that extraversion is 
unrelated to safety. Therefore, to add to the literature, I will look at these moderating effects at 
the facet level. Specifically, I will investigate the relationships between various extraversion 
facets and safety performance in order to see if they are moderated by job context. When 
theoretically relevant, these moderating effects will also be investigated in the relationships 
involving safety locus of control and optimism bias.  
Presence of Others in the Workplace. Jobs vary in the opportunities available to work 
and socialize with others. For instance, in occupations that require a vast number of hours 
driving in a vehicle (e.g., truck driving), individuals must consistently work in environments 
with few or no other people around them. Such an environment may be particularly difficult to 
sustain for individuals with certain personality characteristics.  
Past research has yet to explore this potential moderating effect on the relationships 
between extraversion (and its facets) and occupational safety. However, it seems that in specific 
contexts such as in the truck driving industry in which an individual is commonly required to 
focus on tasks while alone for extended periods of time (Mejza, Barnard, Corsi, & Keane, 2003), 
certain facets of extraversion (e.g., excitement seeking, gregariousness, activity) may be 
detrimental. Specifically, I predict that these individuals may feel unfulfilled due to their lack of 
an ability to satisfy their need for interpersonal contact. For example, for an individual who is 
very gregarious and has a high need for socialization with others, such a work environment 
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might pose a challenge, as it fails at fulfilling his or her innate desire for the presence of others. 
Further, for an individual high in activity, socializing with others might serve as an additional 
task that this individual might engage in so that he or she may feel busy and satisfied, and 
therefore may be dissatisfied in a lonely environment. Additionally, socializing with others may 
prevent individuals with high excitement seeking tendencies from being bored and disinterested 
at work. Therefore, without such socialization, these individuals may be more likely to become 
careless on the job, thus leading them to engage in unsafe safety behavior (e.g., talking on the 
phone while driving) in order to attempt to fulfill their needs. Additionally, it is possible that 
high activity, gregarious, and/or excitement seeking individuals might be more affected by the 
distraction of having others around. That is, for people who are not as attracted to social 
stimulation, having others in the workplace would not be as much of a distraction. However, for 
these individuals who especially enjoy the presence of others, they may be more easily distracted 
and in turn might be less concerned with safety performance and behaviors. Thus, I hypothesize: 
Hypothesis 8: Presence of others in the workplace will moderate the relationships 
between excitement seeking and safety performance, such that the fewer people present 
in the workplace, the greater the negative relationship between excitement seeking and 
safety performance. 
Hypothesis 9: Presence of others in the workplace will moderate the relationships 
between gregariousness and safety performance, such that the fewer people present in the 
workplace, the greater the negative relationship between gregariousness and safety 
performance. 
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Hypothesis 10: Presence of others in the workplace will moderate the relationships 
between activity and safety performance, such that the fewer people present in the 
workplace, the greater the negative relationship between activity and safety performance. 
Consequence of Error. Another characteristic by which jobs differ is the degree to 
which there are consequences for error on the job. For example, a surgeon must conduct a 
surgery with complete concentration for an extended period of time in order to ensure that an 
error is not made. If an error in such a job were made, the consequences would be incredibly 
high, as it would potentially result in patient death. Such jobs in which stakes are high and the 
consequence of error is so salient may be enough motivation for an individual to be careful and 
cautious, regardless of his or her general tendency to perform safely. That is, regardless of the 
degree to which one’s personality is made up of traits that are hypothesized to be related to poor 
occupational safety (i.e., excitement seeking, gregariousness, activity, assertiveness, safety locus 
of control, optimism bias), this individual may perform more safely in occupations with high 
consequence of error. Thus, I hypothesize that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker 
the negative relationship between (1) excitement seeking, (2) gregariousness,  (3) activity,  (4) 
assertiveness, (5) safety locus of control, and (6) optimism bias with occupational safety.  
Hypothesis 11: Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between excitement 
seeking and safety performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the 
weaker the negative relationship between excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 12: Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between 
gregariousness and safety performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the 
weaker the negative relationship between gregariousness and safety performance. 
! ! !24 
Hypothesis 13: Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between activity and 
safety performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the 
negative relationship between activity and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 14: Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between 
assertiveness and safety performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the 
weaker the negative relationship between assertiveness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 15: Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between safety locus 
of control and safety performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the 
weaker the negative relationship between safety locus of control and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 16: Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between optimism 
bias and safety performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker 
the negative relationship between optimism bias and safety performance. 
Level of Danger Associated with the Job. The level of danger, or the degree to which 
one’s occupation holds significant risk of accidents or injuries, may also have an impact on the 
relationship between extraversion facets and safety performance. Specifically, some jobs prove 
dangerous (e.g., a forestry worker), as a single moment of distraction may lead to detrimental 
consequences. On the other hand, in other occupational settings, such as in a corporate office, 
danger is not as much of a threat, as safety is not as intertwined with an employee’s work tasks. 
Therefore, for an individual who is high in excitement seeking, an occupation deemed dangerous 
may be quite hazardous, while an occupational setting in which danger is not as common may 
not be as potentially harmful. Similar arguments can also be made for this moderating effect 
existing in relationships involving activity and gregariousness. Specifically, individuals with 
these personality characteristics require additional stimulation, whether in the form of increased 
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excitement, additional tasks and activities, or socialization with others. Therefore, when these 
individuals seek out this additional stimulation and are employed by a dangerous job, it is 
possible that these individuals will become easily distracted and put themselves (and/or others) at 
risk of accidents and injuries. However, in a job with low danger, although these individuals may 
still be easily distracted, they will not necessarily be as prone to these consequences, since 
accidents and injuries are not as likely in these types of occupational settings.  
Further, it is possible that the level of danger enhances the proposed negative relationship 
between assertiveness and safety performance. That is, while in general assertive individuals 
may be more likely to be provoked on the job and respond aggressively, it is possible that such 
provocation and aggression will be more detrimental under conditions of high danger. For 
example, if an assertive individual feels threatened or angered about his or her job while in an 
office setting, this may not lead to the violation of many safety rules and regulations, as there are 
likely few safety rules and regulations to have to acknowledge. However, if an assertive 
individual feels angered while at a job in which danger is a major factor, then these passionate 
feelings may serve as a distraction to one’s job, thus leading to an increased likelihood of 
violating one of the many necessary safety rules and regulations. 
Finally, this moderating effect may also be evident for the relationships involving safety 
locus of control and optimism bias. Specifically, both of these characteristics deal with one’s 
perceptions regarding either how much control one believes he or she has in a situation or how 
likely he or she perceives that a negative event will occur. In both of these situations, skewed 
perceptions could be detrimental—especially in environments in which the opportunity for 
danger is high. Specifically, these skewed perceptions may impair judgment, which in turn may 
lead these individuals to make poor safety decisions. Therefore, it seems that in job contexts with 
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high danger, skewed perceptions in the form of safety locus of control or optimism bias may lead 
to less than optimal safety performance and many more accidents/injuries than in jobs with less 
danger. Specifically, it seems that both high optimism bias and external locus of control might 
each potentially lead to negative safety performance and increased safety accidents and injuries. 
Therefore, even if it turns out that these personality characteristics are not significant 
predictors of occupational safety across all jobs, it may be possible that these relationships are 
significant in some job contexts (e.g., jobs with considerable danger) and not in others (e.g., jobs 
that lack danger). 
Hypothesis 17: Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between excitement 
seeking and safety performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative 
relationship between excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 18: Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between gregariousness 
and safety performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative 
relationship between gregariousness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 19: Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between activity and safety 
performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship 
between activity and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 20: Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and 
safety performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship 
between assertiveness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 21: Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between safety locus of 
control and safety performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the positive 
relationship between internal safety locus of control and safety performance. 
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Hypothesis 22: Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between optimism bias and 
safety performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship 
between optimism bias and safety performance. 
Safety Climate. Another popular construct in the safety literature is safety climate, 
defined as the perceptions that employees share regarding safety policies, procedures, and 
practices (Zohar, 2010). Previous research has found safety climate to be generally related to 
enhanced worker safety performance and safety outcomes (Christian et al., 2009; Zohar, 2010). 
Building upon these previous findings, I suggest that safety climate will also have a moderating 
effect on the relationship between personality and negative safety performance. Specifically, I 
believe that the hypothesized negative relationship between the personality traits of excitement 
seeking, gregariousness, activity, assertiveness, safety locus of control, and optimism bias with 
safety performance will be attenuated in occupations with strong safety climates. This is because 
strong safety climates will consistently make safety practices, rules, and regulations salient in the 
minds of employees, and therefore even individuals who may not usually engage in safe 
behaviors will be more inclined to engage in enhanced safety performance. 
Hypothesis 23: Safety climate will moderate the relationship between excitement seeking 
and safety performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative 
relationship between excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 24: Safety climate will moderate the relationship between gregariousness and 
safety outcomes, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative 
relationship between gregariousness and safety performance. 
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Hypothesis 25: Safety climate will moderate the relationship between activity and safety 
performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative 
relationship between activity and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 26: Safety climate will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and 
safety performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative 
relationship between assertiveness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 27: Safety climate will moderate the relationship between safety locus of 
control and safety performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the 
negative relationship between safety locus of control and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 28: Safety climate will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and 
safety performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative 
relationship between optimism bias and safety performance. 
Current Study 
 
This study used a cross-sectional, multi-source survey design. Specifically, employees of 
a variety of industries were recruited to complete an online survey. This survey measured each of 
the personality, safety, and moderating variables of interest. In addition to the self-report data, 
archival data were included from the Occupational Information Network database (O*NET; 
National Center for O*NET Development) and the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS; 2011).  The 
main objectives were to examine the relationships between extraversion, conscientiousness, 
safety locus of control, and optimism bias as antecedents of safety performance and outcomes 
and to investigate the various hypothesized moderators that may affect these relationships 
involving safety performance 
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Chapter Two 
Method 
 
Participants and Procedure 
 Participants were recruited through psychology classes at a large southeastern university. 
Inclusion criteria for this study included that participants be employed at least 20 hours a week 
for pay and that they must be at least 18 years old. Participants received extra credit in exchange 
for participating in this study. This study had an initial sample of 939. However, many 
participants were eliminated. Specifically, after filtering out participants who did not report that 
they work at least 20 hours per week, 457 participants were eliminated (N = 482). Then, 12 
participants were filtered out who did not report working for at least one month (N = 470). 
Finally, 59 more participants were filtered out as they failed to pass at least three of four quality 
control items1. Specifically, 12 individuals were eliminated for failing to pass any of the quality 
control items, 15 individuals were eliminated for only passing 1 quality control item, 17 were 
eliminated for passing only 2 quality control items, and 15 were eliminated for having missing 
values for the quality control items. Thus, the final sample in this study was 411. Participants’ 
average age was 22.60 (SD = 5.41), and 77.3% of the sample was female. Further, 57.1% of the 
sample was white, 20.5% was Hispanic, 13.2% was Black, 4.6% was Asian, and 4.6% selected 
that they were of a different ethnicity than those listed. Overall, employees in this sample worked 
an average of 28.80 hours (SD = 9.25). Participants worked in a variety of occupations (e.g., !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Of the individuals who were in the final sample, 76 passed three of the four quality control items, and 335 passed all four of the 
quality control items. Analyses were run with and without those who passed only 3 of the quality control items. However, the 
pattern of results did not change when these individuals were eliminated. Thus, analyses reported in the results of this paper were 
run with all individuals who passed at least 3 of the quality control items. 
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administrative assistant, phlebotomist, nursing assistant).  
 In addition to self-report measures, data for this study were also collected from the 
O*NET database and the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) website in order to attain objective 
measures of participants’ job context (BLS, 2011; National Center for O*NET Development). 
The O*NET database was released in June of 2010, and consists of job analysis ratings collected 
from incumbents and analysts of over 800 occupations. This database can be accessed at 
http://www.O*NETcenter.org. The BLS data consisted of injury incident rates for over 500 
occupations, and can be found at the BLS website (http://www.bls.gov/iif/#data). 
Both the O*NET and BLS data were reported with the same six-digit Standard 
Occupational Classification (SOC) codes, and thus those codes were used to merge these two 
sources of data into one database. Then, when participants completed the study survey, they were 
asked which occupation code best matched their job title, which automatically assigned the 
appropriate SOC code to each participant so that the correct O*NET and BLS data would be 
merged with the rest of each participants’ data.  
It should be noted that the data from the O*NET and BLS databases are job-level data, 
and thus do not reflect individual level measures of the job context. Further, there were not 
enough participants in each occupation to aggregate the data to justify multilevel analysis. 
Therefore, all analyses included in this study are at the individual level. 
Measures 
Extraversion and Conscientiousness. In order to assess extraversion and 
conscientiousness, participants completed 48 Likert-type items from the International Personality 
Item Pool-NEO Inventory (IPIP-NEO; Goldberg, 1999; Johnson, 2011). Response options for 
each item range from 1 to 5 (1 = very inaccurate; 5 = very accurate). There were 24 items for 
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each personality factor; each factor consisted of 6 facet subscales of 4 items each. See Table 1 
for the reliabilities for each of these subscales and overall scales. Refer to Appendix B for a list 
of the specific items included in this study to measure extraversion and conscientiousness. 
 Optimism Bias. In order to assess levels of optimism bias in the workplace, participants 
completed the optimism bias questionnaire developed by Caponecchia (2010). This measure 
consisted of 10 Likert-style items (1 = extremely unlikely to happen; 7 = extremely likely to 
happen). Specifically, participants were asked to rate how likely various events would occur to 
themselves. The higher one scores on this measure, the more biased the individual. The 
reliability for this scale in the current study was α = .87. Refer to Appendix C for the items that 
make up this scale. 
Safety Locus of Control. Safety specific locus of control was measured with a shortened 
version of the Safety Locus of Control scale developed by Jones and Wuebker (1985). The 
original measure consisted of 17 items and had an alpha of .85. at initial development. The scale 
was shortened in the current study due to limited survey space. The shortened measure consisted 
of 10 items. Scores can range from -10 (external scorers) to +10 (internal scorers). External 
scorers believe that safety is not in their control, while internal scorers believe that they are 
personally responsible for their safety. The reliability for the shortened scale in the current study 
was α = .59. Refer to Appendix D for the specific items. 
 Presence of Others in the Workplace. In order to assess the extent to which the job 
involved presence of others, data retrieved from the O*NET database were examined (National 
Center for O*NET Development). Specifically, I used data examining communication with 
supervisors, peers, or subordinates and physical proximity (the extent to which a worker must 
perform tasks in close physical proximity to other people) as indices of this moderator. 
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Regarding the former, O*NET analysts and incumbents reported how important it was to each 
occupation that employees talked to supervisors, co-workers, and subordinates by email, 
telephone, or in-person. In reference to the latter, data were collected to examine the extent to 
which an occupation requires that employees perform job tasks in close proximity to others. 
Each of these ratings were on a scale of zero to 100, with zero signifying that this factor was not 
present in an occupation, while 100 signified that the factor was very evident in an occupation. 
Dangerousness. In order to obtain an objective measure of dangerousness for each 
participant’s job, I used data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS; 2011). This data consists 
of incidence rates of nonfatal occupational injuries in 2011, organized by occupation. These data 
are organized with the six-digit SOC codes as those used in the O*NET database. These 
incidence rates are calculated as the number of injuries per 10,000 full-time workers. More 
information about how these indices were calculated can be found on the BLS website at 
http://www.bls.gov/iif/#record. The incidence rates were used as an objective index of 
dangerousness.  
Further, I used data collected by O*NET as additional objective indices of dangerousness 
(National Center for O*NET Development). Specifically, I examined data collected that 
measured exposure to hazardous conditions and exposure to hazardous equipment. For each of 
these factors, O*NET analysts and incumbents reported the frequency with which employees in 
each occupation were exposed to either hazardous conditions or equipment. These ratings were 
made on a scale from 0 to 100, in which 0 means that they are never exposed to these hazards, 
while 100 means that they are exposed to these hazards every day. 
Finally, dangerousness was measured with the job safety subscale of the Work Safety 
Scale (WSS; Hayes, Perander, Smecko, & Trask, 1998). This scale consisted of 10 Likert-style 
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items (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) that focus on gauging perceptions of danger in 
the workplace. Due to an error in data collection, one of the items was missing for over half of 
the participants. Thus a 9-item version of this scale was used to test the study hypotheses. The 
alpha reliability for this 9-item scale was α = .90. Refer to Appendix E for the items that make 
up this scale. 
Consequence of Error. In order to assess the consequence of error, data retrieved from 
the O*NET database was examined (National Center for O*NET Development).  Specifically, I 
used the O*NET data examining the consequence of error, defined as how serious the result 
would be if an employee made a mistake that was not easily fixed. Specifically, O*NET analysts 
and incumbents rated this factor on a scale of 0 to 100, with 0 meaning that it would not be 
serious at all if a worker made an uncorrectable mistake, while 100 meant that it would be 
extremely serious for a worker to make such a mistake on the job. 
Safety climate. Safety climate was measured using the National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) short Safety Climate Scale (Hahn & Murphy, 2008).  
This scale consisted of 6 Likert-type items with 4 response options ranging from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree. The reliability for this scale in the current study was α = .87. Refer to 
Appendix F for the items that make up this scale. 
Safety Performance. Safety performance was assessed with 6 items developed by Neal 
and Griffin (2006). Specifically, two subscales measuring safety compliance and safety 
participation were used. Each of the subscales contained 3 Likert-type items with 5 response 
options ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. An overall safety performance rating 
was calculated by aggregating responses across the two subscales. The reliability for this scale in 
the current study was α = .90. Refer to Appendix G for the items that make up this scale. 
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Safety Outcomes. The number of negative safety outcomes was measured with an 
instrument adapted from Hayes, Perander, Smecko, and Trask (1998). The measure consisted of 
3 Likert-type items consisting of 5 response options, ranging from never to four or more times. 
One item asked for the frequency of reported accidents, a second item asked for the frequency of 
unreported accidents, and the third item asked for the frequency of “near-misses”. Due to the low 
base rate of accidents/near misses in this sample, responses were dichotomized. Refer to 
Appendix H for the items that make up this scale. 
Demographics.  Participants were asked to complete demographics questions at the end 
of the survey. Specifically, they were asked about their age, gender, ethnicity, and job title. Then, 
participants were asked to use a series of dropdown menus in order to find an occupation title 
that was directly associated with a six-digit Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) Code. 
Specifically, participants were first asked to select which industry their job falls under (e.g., food 
preparation and serving related occupation, healthcare support occupation). Then, they were 
taken to a second dropdown list that consisted of occupations within that particular chosen 
industry. Each of these occupation titles were each associated with a specific SOC code. This 
process helped to ensure that their job were appropriately categorized when compared to data 
from O*NET and the BLS.  
Quality Control Items. Participants were asked to respond to four quality control items 
that were dispersed throughout the survey. Such items with verifiable answers have been 
recommended for use in research in which individuals are incentivized to finish online surveys 
for pay, as they may be likely to respond quickly and without precision (Barger, Behrend, 
Sharek, & Sinar, 2011; Mason & Suri, 2012). An example quality control item was, “Please 
select ‘Strongly Agree’ for this item”. If participants failed to pass at least three of the four items, 
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they were filtered out of any further analyses in order to ensure the integrity of the data and to 
ultimately yield a cleaner sample.  
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Chapter Three 
Results 
 The results of this study are presented in two sections. First, the correlations between 
each of the personality and safety variables will be presented (Hypotheses 1 through 7 and 
research questions 1 through 9). Second, the moderated multiple regression results for 
hypotheses 8 through 28 will be presented.  
It should be noted that upon examination of the correlation table, gender and age were 
significantly related to safety performance. Thus, the moderation analyses were conducted with 
and without these variables as controls. However, the control variables did not have an impact on 
the results, and therefore the results that are presented are those without age and gender as 
control variables. Additionally, it is important to note that an error in data collection occurred, 
which lead to a portion of the sample not receiving the safety performance and safety locus of 
control measures. Thus, the sample size for the analyses that include those measures is smaller 
than the rest of the analyses in this study. 
Correlations 
 Descriptive statistics for all study variables are presented in Table 4. Further, reliabilities 
and intercorrelations among all of the study variables are presented in Table 5. Regarding 
hypotheses 1 through 7, only hypotheses 5 and 6 were supported. Specifically, for hypothesis 5, 
conscientiousness was positively related to safety performance (r = .40, p < .001) and negatively 
related to accidents and injuries (r = -.14, p < .001). Additionally, for hypothesis 6, optimism 
bias was negatively related to safety performance (r = -.21, p < .001) and was positively related 
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to accidents and injuries (r = .35, p < .001). None of the other hypotheses (1-5 and 7) examining 
extraversion (factors and facets) or safety locus of control were supported. 
 Regarding research questions 1 through 9, various relationships were found to be 
significant. For instance, research question 1 explored the relationships between extraversion and 
safety performance and outcomes. Results demonstrated that factor level extraversion was 
significantly related to safety performance (r = 0.27, p < .001), but was not significantly related 
to negative safety outcomes. Further, regarding research question 2, positive emotions was 
positively and significantly related to safety performance (r = .31, p < .001), but was not 
significantly related to negative safety outcomes. For research question 3, warmth was positively 
related to safety performance (r = .19, p < .001), but was not significantly related to negative 
safety outcomes. When investigating research question 4, competence was positively related to 
safety performance (r = .32, p < .001), and negatively related to negative safety outcomes (r = -
.11, p < .05). Regarding research question 6, dutifulness was positively related to safety 
performance (r = .29, p < .001) and negatively related to negative safety outcomes (r = -.19, p < 
.001). In reference to research question 7, achievement striving was positively related to safety 
performance (r = .30, p < .001) and was not significantly related to negative safety outcomes. 
For research question 8, self-discipline was positively related to safety performance (r = .34, p < 
.001) and negatively related to negative safety outcomes (r = -.10, p < .05). Finally, regarding 
research question 9, deliberation was positively related to safety performance (r = .20, p < .001) 
and was not significantly related to negative safety outcomes.  
Post hoc t-tests for dependent correlations with Williams’ correction (Williams, 1959) 
were conducted in order to examine if these correlations were significantly different from each 
other. Results of these post hoc analyses demonstrate that the relationship between order and 
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safety performance was significantly stronger than the relationship between deliberation and 
safety performance, t = 2.29, p < .05. Similarly, the relationship between self-discipline and 
safety performance was significantly stronger than the relationship between deliberation and 
safety performance. Regarding negative safety outcomes, the relationship between dutifulness 
and safety outcomes was significantly stronger than the relationship between achievement 
striving and safety outcomes, t = -2.17, p < .05. Finally, the relationship between dutifulness and 
safety outcomes was significantly stronger than the relationship between deliberation and safety 
outcomes, t = -2.05, p < .05. 
Moderated Regression 
 When examining the presence of others in the workplace as a moderator of the 
relationships between personality and safety performance (hypotheses 8-10), no significant 
relationships were found. Thus, the presence of others in the workplace does not appear to serve 
as a moderator in the hypothesized relationships. 
Regarding consequence of error as a moderator (hypotheses 11-16), support was found 
for hypothesis 16, such that consequence of error was a significant moderator in the relationship 
between optimism bias and safety performance (ΔR2 = .021, p < .01). See Figure 1 for a plot of 
this relationship between these uncentered variables in which high scores represent one standard 
deviation above the mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the mean. Upon 
examination of this plot, it can be seen that when consequence of error is high, individuals with 
high optimism bias have worse safety performance than individuals with low optimism bias. 
However, when consequence of error is low, this relationship between optimism bias and safety 
performance is greatly attenuated. No support was found for the other hypotheses regarding 
consequence of error as a moderator (hypotheses 11-15). 
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 Regarding the moderating role of dangerousness (hypotheses 17-22), there were mixed 
results. For instance, in reference to hypothesis 18, when dangerousness was measured through a 
self-report survey, there was marginally significant moderation present in the relationship 
between gregariousness and safety performance (ΔR2 = .009, p < .10). However, the direction of 
this moderation was not as expected, as gregariousness and safety performance were more 
strongly related when dangerousness was low. See Figure 2 for a graphical representation of this 
moderation. 
Additionally, when dangerousness was measured with O*NET data, there was some 
moderation detected. For instance, regarding hypothesis 20, exposure to hazardous conditions 
was a marginally significant moderator in the relationship between assertiveness and safety 
performance (ΔR2 = .010, p < .10). However, upon examination of the plot (see Figure 3), the 
direction of this moderation was also unexpected, as assertiveness and safety performance were 
more strongly related during instances of low hazardous conditions exposure.  
Further, exposure to hazardous equipment was a marginally significant moderator in the 
relationships between assertiveness and safety performance (hypothesis 20; ΔR2 = .009, p < .10), 
safety locus of control and safety performance (hypothesis 21; ΔR2 = .012, p < .10), and 
optimism bias and safety performance (hypothesis 22; ΔR2 = .009, p < .10). Upon examination of 
the plot involving optimism bias and hazardous equipment exposure (see Figures 6) it can be 
seen that the moderation effect for the relationship involving optimism bias was in the 
hypothesized direction, such that as hazardous equipment exposure increased, the negative 
relationship between optimism bias and safety performance got stronger. Regarding safety locus 
of control (see Figure 5) higher hazardous equipment exposure led to a negative association 
between external safety locus of control and safety performance, as expected. However, results 
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suggest that when hazardous equipment exposure was low, there was actually a positive 
relationship between external safety locus of control and safety performance. Therefore, the 
hypothesized moderation regarding this relationship was not supported. Finally, regarding 
assertiveness (see Figure 4), the moderation was in the unexpected direction. That is, the positive 
relationship between assertiveness and hazardous equipment exposure was strengthened during 
instances of low hazardous equipment exposure, but was attenuated during instances of high 
hazardous equipment exposure. No moderation was present when dangerousness was measured 
via the accident and injury rates published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 Finally, hypotheses 23 through 28 investigated the moderating role of safety climate in 
the relationships between personality factors and safety performance. No support was found for 
these hypotheses, and thus safety climate does not appear to serve as a moderator in these 
relationships. 
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Chapter Four 
Discussion 
 This study aimed to conduct a finer grained analysis of the relationships between 
personality and safety performance.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that extraversion facets 
would be differentially related to safety performance and negative safety outcomes. Direct 
relationships between optimism bias, safety locus of control, and occupational safety were also 
proposed. Further, it was hypothesized that these effects would be moderated by various 
contextual factors, specifically the presence of others in the workplace, the consequence of error, 
dangerousness in the workplace, and safety climate. Direct relationships between 
conscientiousness and safety performance and outcomes were also examined. See Tables 1, 2, 
and 3 for a summary of all the proposed hypotheses and research questions. 
Direct Relationships 
 Results of this study supported various proposed direct relationships. For instance, all of 
the extraversion facets were significant and positively related to safety performance (with the 
exception of excitement seeking, which was only marginally significant, p = .05), while none of 
these variables were significantly related to negative safety outcomes. Thus, all extraversion 
facets were related to safety performance in the same direction, which suggests that the past 
meta-analytic results (i.e., Christian et al., 2009) that found a lack of a relationship between 
factor level extraversion and safety performance were not due to the facets being differentially 
related to safety performance. 
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Additionally, contrary to the results of Christian and colleagues’ (2009) meta-analysis, 
the overall extraversion factor was significantly and positively related to safety performance. 
This is interesting, as the results of the current study suggest that higher extraversion (at both the 
factor and facet level) may generally be beneficial for optimal safety performance. This is quite 
different from the majority of research that suggests that extraversion is not particularly relevant 
to safety performance. Perhaps this result is due to the nature of the sample in the current study. 
Specifically, the majority of past studies, such as those included in the Christian el al. (2009) 
meta-analysis that examined this particular relationship, involved samples that were in jobs 
likely to be quite dangerous (e.g., forestry workers, industrial plant workers). In the current 
study, on the other hand, the general level of danger was quite low, as can be seen, for example, 
in the low base rate of exposure to hazardous equipment and conditions. Thus, the base rate of 
danger may have been so low in this particular sample such that the results of the analyses 
examining this relationship are not comparable to other studies that involved samples from very 
dangerous occupations. Further, although dangerousness was tested as a moderator in the current 
study, it would not be possible to detect this effect if there is not enough variability in the degree 
of occupational danger across jobs. Thus, future research should continue to examine this 
relationship between extraversion and safety performance, and specifically should use samples 
with varying degrees of danger in order to further examine if dangerousness changes the 
direction of this relationship. 
 Further, this study conducted an exploratory investigation in order to see if certain 
conscientiousness facets were more strongly related to safety performance and outcomes than 
others. Results of these analyses demonstrated that the facets of competence, orderliness, 
dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and deliberation were all significantly related 
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to safety performance, with correlations ranging from .20 to .34. Further, all of these facets were 
negatively related to negative safety outcomes, with most of these relationships being significant 
at the .05 significance level (with the exception of achievement striving, r = -.06, p = .21 and 
deliberation, r  = -.07, p = .14). Taking into consideration the results of the post hoc analyses 
conducted in order to compare the relationships between the conscientiousness facets and safety 
performance, it can be concluded that most facets of conscientiousness have similar relationships 
with safety performance, with the exception of deliberation. Further, most facets of 
conscientiousness have similar relationships with negative safety outcomes, with the exception 
of achievement striving and deliberation. That is, no one specific facet stands out as being better 
potential predictors of safety performance than others, but rather there are four that appear to be 
potential predictors safety performance and outcomes. Therefore, this provides evidence to 
suggest that these four facets are those that are driving the relationship between factor level 
conscientiousness and safety performance/outcomes.  
Moderation Effects 
 Regarding the proposed moderation effects, only one hypothesized effect received 
support at the .05 significance level. In particular, the relationship between optimism bias and 
safety performance was moderated by the consequence of error. Specifically, when consequence 
of error was high, the negative relationship between optimism bias and safety performance was 
strong. However, when consequence of error was low, the relationship between optimism bias 
and safety performance was attenuated, such that optimism bias did not have as significant of an 
impact on safety performance. This moderated effect was in the expected direction, and 
demonstrates that the degree to which mistakes on the job are costly can have an impact on 
whether or not one’s optimism bias will affect his or her safety performance. Thus, when there is 
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a low consequence of error, an organization might not worry as much about hiring employees 
who are high in optimism bias. However, if an organization is hiring for individuals to work in 
an occupation or setting in which the consequence of error is extraordinarily high (e.g., air traffic 
controllers), then organizations may wish to pay particular attention to job candidates’ levels of 
optimism bias. This result aligns with the theory of situational strength (e.g., Meyer, Dalal, & 
Hermida, 2010), which suggests that certain situational characteristics (e.g., consequence of 
error) may activate or hinder the behavioral expression of individual differences (e.g., optimism 
bias). Thus, when interpreting this result in the context of the situational strength theory, it 
appears that high consequence of error creates a “strong” situation, such that variability in the 
behavior (e.g., safety performance) resulting from individual differences in optimism bias is low. 
However, in instances of low consequence of error (a “weak” situation), the variability in the 
behavior resulting from differences in optimism bias is higher, thus strengthening the direct 
relationship between optimism bias and safety performance. 
 Moderation of dangerousness in the workplace was also found, but these effects were 
only marginally significant (i.e., p < .10), and were rarely in the expected directions. For 
instance, both exposure to hazardous conditions and exposure to hazardous equipment served as 
moderators in the relationship between assertiveness and safety performance. Specifically, when 
exposure to hazardous conditions or equipment was low, then assertiveness was strongly and 
positively associated with safety performance. However, when exposure to hazardous conditions 
or equipment was high, this relationship was attenuated. These results suggest that assertiveness 
is consistently a positive trait in terms of safety performance, and is the most strongly related to 
safety performance in jobs that are less dangerous. This is very different from the hypothesis that 
dangerousness would moderate the relationship between assertiveness and safety performance 
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such that in instances of high danger, the negative relationship between assertiveness and safety 
performance would become stronger. 
Additionally, exposure to hazardous equipment was also a marginally significant 
moderator in the relationships involving safety locus of control and optimism bias. Specifically, 
regarding optimism bias, when hazardous equipment exposure was high, optimism bias 
displayed a strong, negative relationship with safety performance. However, when hazardous 
equipment exposure was low, the relationship between optimism bias and safety performance 
was attenuated. This moderating effect was in the expected direction, and suggests that optimism 
bias may be particularly important in predicting safety performance in job contexts in which 
exposure to hazardous equipment is high.  
Further, regarding safety locus of control, when hazardous equipment exposure was high, 
external safety locus of control was negatively related to safety climate, as expected. However, 
when hazardous equipment exposure was low, external safety locus of control was positively 
related to safety performance, which is very unexpected. These results seem to suggest that when 
danger is not an issue in the workplace, it is not necessary, and even detrimental, to believe that 
one’s self is not responsible for his or her own safety. This finding is very curious, and thus 
future research should further investigate this relationship in order to better understand it.   
 Finally, self-reported dangerousness moderated the relationship between gregariousness 
and safety performance. Specifically, when dangerousness was low, high gregariousness was 
strongly related to improved safety performance. However, when dangerousness was high, the 
relationship between gregariousness and safety performance was attenuated. Therefore, these 
results suggest that gregariousness is not as beneficial when there is a great deal of danger. This 
idea that gregariousness is not optimal in dangerous jobs is somewhat similar to the hypothesized 
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moderation effect, which proposed that the negative relationship between dangerousness and 
safety performance would be stronger in instances of high danger. However, the results of the 
study suggest that gregariousness won’t necessary “hurt” in high danger, but it is more beneficial 
for safety performance when danger is low. 
Overall Implications 
 Overall, the results of this study provide various implications. For one, it appears that 
extraversion may actually be positively related to safety performance, which contradicts past 
meta-analytic results that found no relationship between extraversion and safety performance 
(i.e., Christian et al., 2009). This suggests that it might be useful for organizations to consider 
extraversion when selecting for employees who will engage in optimal safety performance.  
 Further, the results of this study demonstrated that the facets of conscientiousness and 
extraversion were not often differentially related to safety performance. Thus, it appears that it 
may not be beneficial to break these personality factors up into their constituent facets as 
proposed by Kaplan and Tetrick (2010, p. 459). Also, it is important to note that none of the 
extraversion variables (at the factor nor facet level) were significantly related to negative safety 
outcomes. However, according to Neal and Griffin’s (2004) model, personality (i.e., 
extraversion) is a distal predictor of negative safety outcomes. Thus, that relationship between 
extraversion is likely mediated by various constructs (e.g., safety motivation), and therefore the 
direct relationship between this personality construct and negative safety outcomes may either be 
very low or nonexistent.  
 Additionally, this study examined safety locus of control and optimism bias in relation to 
safety performance and outcomes. Although results that involve the safety locus of control scale 
should be interpreted with caution due to the low reliability of that scale, this study demonstrated 
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the potential importance of optimism bias in the occupational safety domain. Thus, it may be in 
the best interest of safety-conscious organizations to consider including measures of optimism 
bias in their selection systems when aspiring to hire individuals who are most likely to perform 
safely on the job. 
 Finally, this paper found some evidence to suggest that job context may play a role in 
determining whether or not certain personality factors are important to safety performance. For 
instance, consequence of error was a significant moderator in the relationship between optimism 
bias and safety performance, thus suggesting that optimism bias may be particularly important in 
occupations in which the consequence of error is consistently high. Therefore, this study 
provides evidence to suggest that contextual factors do indeed play a role in the relationships 
between personality and safety performance in the workplace. 
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
 While this study contributes to the safety literature, it must be noted that various 
limitations were evident. For instance, the sample in this study consisted of working 
undergraduate students. This may have affected the results, as college students may be less likely 
to have jobs in which safety is a particularly important aspect of their job performance. Thus, the 
safety performance measures may have been more meaningful and relevant to some participants 
with safety critical jobs versus others that have jobs in which safety is not a salient issue. Further, 
restriction of range was likely a problem, such that the variability in many of the variables (e.g., 
consequence of error, dangerousness, safety climate, and safety performance) may have been 
attenuated, and the base rate for accidents and injuries may have been very low. This in turn may 
have lead to decreased power to unveil many of the hypothesized effects. Therefore, future 
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research should consider replicating this study with a sample of workers in which safety is more 
critical and salient, such as with construction workers or truck drivers. 
 Also, it is important to note that the reliability of the shortened safety locus of control 
measure was very low (i.e., α = .59). This low reliability calls into question the quality of the 
safety locus of control measure, and suggests that the shortened scale is not adequately 
measuring the construct of interest. Thus, any results in this study that involve the safety locus of 
control variable must be interpreted with caution. Future research should replicate this study with 
an updated and reliable safety locus of control scale in order to further elucidate these 
relationships. 
In addition, due to the nature of the sample, measures of self-report dangerousness and 
safety climate perceptions could not be aggregated into group-level variables. Therefore this 
study was only able to examine individual perceptions of dangerousness and safety climate as 
moderators. Thus, future research should conduct a multilevel study in which these measures are 
aggregated at the group level in order to see if actual dangerousness and safety climate (as 
opposed to individual level perceptions) moderate the relationships between personality and 
safety performance. Also, although this study was able to collect data from multiple sources (i.e., 
self-report measures, O*NET data and BLS data), it would have been ideal to collect measures 
of the outcome variables (i.e., safety performance and accidents/injuries) from sources other than 
the focal participant. For instance, future research may consider gathering supervisor ratings of 
safety performance and objective accident/injury reports from organizations.  
Further, it is important to note that this study was cross-sectional, and therefore it is not 
possible to draw causal conclusions from the results of this study. Thus, while it may be tempting 
to suggest that, for example, extraversion and conscientiousness (at both the factor and facet 
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level) are each predictors of safety performance, this cannot be concluded with the current study 
design. Future research should examine these variables experimentally and longitudinally in 
order to provide more of a basis for causal claims.  
Future research might also consider examining the potential for self-selection of certain 
personality characteristics into specific jobs. That is, it would be interesting to examine if 
individuals with certain personality characteristics self-select themselves into occupations that 
lead to optimal safety performance and outcomes. For instance, the current study hypothesized 
that gregariousness would lead to poor safety performance, with the rationale that these 
individuals would be too concerned with talking to others instead of focusing on safety policies 
and procedures. However, it is possible that gregarious individuals self-select so that they are in 
positions that fit their need for socializing without having to compromise their safety 
performance. This possibility should be tested in future research. 
Finally, it would be beneficial for future research to examine the role of other personality 
and contextual factors in predicting safety performance. For instance, future research may wish 
to consider facets of other personality traits (e.g., neuroticism) to see if they are differentially 
related to safety performance. Further, future research should examine potential mediators, such 
as those proposed by Neal and Griffin (2004; e.g., safety knowledge and safety motivation) that 
may explain some of the variance in the relationships between personality and safety 
performance. Research should also consider examining other contextual variables (e.g., physical 
demands) that may moderate the relationships between individual differences and safety 
performance. 
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Conclusion 
 This study conducted a finer-grained analysis on the relationships between various 
personality constructs (i.e., extraversion, conscientiousness, safety locus of control, optimism 
bias) and occupational safety (i.e., safety performance and accidents/injuries). Results of this 
study demonstrated that most of the included personality variables are significantly related to 
safety performance, and some of them were significantly related to negative safety outcomes. 
Further, some evidence for the moderating effect of contextual factors in these relationships was 
found. This study sheds further light upon the importance of personality in the prediction of 
safety performance and negative safety outcomes in the workplace.
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Tables 
Table 1 
Hypothesized Direct Relationships 
Gregariousness Hypothesis 1 Gregariousness will be (a) negatively related to safety performance and (b) positively related to negative safety outcomes. 
Excitement Seeking Hypothesis 2 Excitement seeking will be (a) negatively related to safety performance and (b) positively related to negative safety outcomes. 
Activity Hypothesis 3 Activity will be (a) negatively related to safety performance and (b) positively related to negative safety outcomes. 
Assertiveness Hypothesis 4 Assertiveness will be (a) negatively related to safety performance and (b) positively related to negative safety outcomes. 
Conscientiousness Hypothesis 5 Conscientiousness will be (a) positively related to safety performance (b) negatively related to negative safety outcomes. 
Optimism Bias Hypothesis 6 Optimism bias will be (a) negatively related to safety performance and (b) positively related to negative safety outcomes. 
Safety Locus of 
Control Hypothesis 7 
Internal safety locus of control will be (a) positively related to safety performance (b) 
negatively related to negative safety outcomes. 
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Table 2  
Hypothesized Moderator Relationships 
Presence of 
Others in the 
Workplace 
Hypothesis 8 
Presence of others in the workplace will moderate the relationships between excitement seeking 
and safety performance, such that the fewer people present in the workplace, the greater the 
negative relationship between excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 9 
Presence of others in the workplace will moderate the relationships between gregariousness and 
safety performance, such that the fewer people present in the workplace, the greater the 
negative relationship between gregariousness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
10 
 Presence of others in the workplace will moderate the relationships between activity and safety 
performance, such that the fewer people present in the workplace, the greater the negative 
relationship between activity and safety performance. 
Consequence 
of Error 
Hypothesis 
11 
Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between excitement seeking and safety 
performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the negative relationship 
between excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
12 
Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between gregariousness and safety 
performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the negative relationship 
between gregariousness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
13 
Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between activity and safety performance, 
such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the negative relationship between 
activity and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
14 
Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and safety 
performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the negative relationship 
between assertiveness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
15 
Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between safety locus of control and safety 
performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the negative relationship 
between safety locus of control and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
16 
Consequence of error will moderate the relationship between optimism bias and safety 
performance, such that the higher the consequence of error, the weaker the negative relationship 
between optimism bias and safety performance. 
 
 
 
 
! ! !64 
Table 2  (Continued) 
Dangerousness 
Hypothesis 
17 
Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between excitement seeking and safety 
performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship between 
excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
18 
Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between gregariousness and safety performance, 
such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship between gregariousness 
and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
19 
Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between activity and safety performance, such 
that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship between activity and safety 
performance. 
Hypothesis 
20 
Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and safety performance, 
such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship between assertiveness and 
safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
21 
Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between safety locus of control and safety 
performance, such that the higher the danger, the stronger the positive relationship between 
internal safety locus of control and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
22 
Dangerousness will moderate the relationship between optimism bias and safety performance, 
such that the higher the danger, the stronger the negative relationship between optimism bias 
and safety performance. 
Safety Climate 
Hypothesis 
23 
Safety climate will moderate the relationship between excitement seeking and safety 
performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative relationship 
between excitement seeking and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
24 
Safety climate will moderate the relationship between gregariousness and safety outcomes, 
such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative relationship between 
gregariousness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
25 
Safety climate will moderate the relationship between activity and safety performance, such 
that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative relationship between activity and 
safety performance. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
Safety 
Climate 
Hypothesis 
26 
Safety climate will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and safety performance, 
such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative relationship between 
assertiveness and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
27 
Safety climate will moderate the relationship between safety locus of control and safety 
performance, such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative relationship 
between safety locus of control and safety performance. 
Hypothesis 
28 
Safety climate will moderate the relationship between assertiveness and safety performance, 
such that the weaker the safety climate, the stronger the negative relationship between optimism 
bias and safety performance. 
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Table 3 
Research Questions 
Extraversion RQ 1 Will extraversion be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
Positive Emotions RQ 2 Will positive emotions be significantly related to safety performance? 
Warmth RQ 3 Will warmth be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
Competence RQ 4 Will competence be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
Orderliness RQ 5 Will orderliness be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
Dutifulness RQ 6 Will dutifulness be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
Achievement 
Striving RQ 7 
Will achievement striving be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety 
outcomes? 
Self-Discipline RQ 8 Will self-discipline be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
Deliberation RQ 9 Will deliberation be significantly related to (a) safety performance and (b) safety outcomes? 
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Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics 
  M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
1. Extraversion 3.65 .56 -.25 -.14 
2. Gregariousness 3.30 .99 -.31 -.48 
3. Excitement Seeking 3.28 .84 -.07 -.46 
4. Activity 3.50 .73 -.26 -.12 
5. Assertiveness 3.80 .79 -.40 -.26 
6. Positive Emotions 4.10 .75 -.87 .58 
7. Warmth 3.92 .80 -.54 -.25 
8. Conscientiousness 4.17 .53 -.67 .78 
9. Competence 4.63 .51 -2.09 6.99 
10. Order 3.95 .85 -.56 -.40 
11. Dutifulness 4.26 .62 -.91 1.27 
12. Achievement 4.34 .62 -1.00 .56 
13. Self Discipline 3.98 .70 -.43 .05 
14. Deliberation 3.86 .94 -.59 -.32 
15. Optimism Bias 2.36 .98 1.15 1.78 
16. Safety LOC 3.23 .43 .26 .12 
17. Presence of Others 71.60 13.58 -.90 -.12 
18. Communication 73.20 9.01 -.33 .00 
19. Consequence of Error 35.52 16.46 1.10 .90 
20. Dangerousness 1.68 .69 1.17 1.37 
21. Incidence Rates 81.48 140.66 12.25 190.72 
22. Hazardous Conditions 9.70 10.13 3.08 11.81 
23. Hazardous Equipment 9.94 9.10 2.71 10.84 
24. Safety Climate 3.19 .62 -.51 .04 
25. Safety Performance 4.03 .74 -.59 .35 
26. Accidents/Injuries^^ .45 .50 .22 -1.96 
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Table 5 
Reliabilities and Intercorrelations Among Study Variables 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Extraversion (.90)          
2. Gregariousness .81*** (.82)         
3. Excitement Seeking .57*** .46*** (.78)        
4. Activity .57*** .27*** .18*** (.68)       
5. Assertiveness .61*** .33*** .10* .33*** (.87)      
6. Positive Emotions .74*** .51*** .34*** .29*** .36*** (.86)     
7. Warmth .78*** .64*** .20*** .34*** .41*** .57*** (.80)    
8. Conscientiousness .29*** .16** -.21*** .24*** .40*** .27*** .38*** (.91)   
9. Competence .27*** .14** .01 .16*** .29*** .26*** .29*** .67*** (.88)  
10. Order .21*** .15** -.13** .14** .28*** .19*** .26*** .76*** .42*** (.76) 
11. Dutifulness .22*** .11** -.15** .18*** .31*** .23*** .27*** .73*** .49*** .43*** 
12. Achievement .25*** .08 -.09^ .26*** .37*** .20*** .26*** .70*** .53*** .40*** 
13. Self Discipline .35*** .19*** -.11* .27*** .42*** .30*** .41*** .84*** .50*** .60*** 
14. Deliberation .07 .06 -.34*** .09^ .16** .08^ .24*** .73*** .27*** .43*** 
15. Optimism Bias -.21*** -.22*** -.04 -.03 -.12* -.22*** -.21*** -.21*** -.18*** -.15** 
16. Safety LOC .05 -.04 -.08 .05 .21*** .03 .05 .13* .14* .07 
17. Presence of Others -.10^ -.09 -.02 -.13* -.05 -.06 -.07 -.04 -.01 -.02 
18. Communication .01 -.01 -.09^ 0.05 .07 -.01 .03 .12* .07 .06 
19. Consequence of Error -.04 -.02 -.09^ 0.05 .03 -.07 -.07 .10* .07 .11* 
20. Dangerousness -.15** -.22*** -.01 -.01 -.02 -.10* -.22*** -.11* -.11* .01 
21. Incidence Rates -.05 -.08 -.01 -.02 .03 -.08 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.01 
22. Hazardous Conditions -.05 -.07 .05 .01 -.02 -.07 -.09^ -.01 .00 .06 
23. Hazardous Equipment -.02 -.05 .06 -.02 .03 -.01 -.07 -.03 .05 .04 
24. Safety Climate .29*** .21*** .12* .16** .17*** .28** .25*** .26*** .19*** .22*** 
25. Safety Performance .27*** .15** .11^ .14* .23*** .31** .19** .40*** .32*** .33*** 
26. Accidents/Injuries^^ -.07 -.09^ -.03 .00 -.03 -.05 -.08^ -.14** -.11* -.12* 
Notes: N = 312-411; ^^Accidents/Injuries were dichotomized; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10  
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Table 5 (Continued) 
  11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
1. Extraversion          
2. Gregariousness          
3. Excitement Seeking          
4. Activity          
5. Assertiveness          
6. Positive Emotions          
7. Warmth          
8. Conscientiousness          
9. Competence          
10. Order          
11. Dutifulness (.70)         
12. Achievement .41*** (.68)        
13. Self Discipline .56*** .57*** (.73)       
14. Deliberation .44*** .34*** .52*** (.91)      
15. Optimism Bias -.23*** -.12* -.16** -.12* (.87)     
16. Safety LOC .12* .18** .12* .01 -.06 (.59)    
17. Presence of Others -.04 -.10* .01 -.02 .10* .05 -   
18. Communication .11* .09^ .10* .11* -.13** -.03 -.23*** -  
19. Consequence of Error .04 .09^ .08^ .07 .01 .03 -.13** .09^ - 
20. Dangerousness -.10* -.11* -.04 -.14** .38*** -.07 .20*** -.05 .17** 
21. Incidence Rates -.02 -.03 -.01 -.04 .16** .08 .23*** -.06 .07 
22. Hazardous Conditions -.02 .03 -.02 -.09^ .22*** .16** .13** -.23*** .38*** 
23. Hazardous Equipment -.05 -.02 -.01 -.12* .17** .18** .05 .23*** .26*** 
24. Safety Climate .20*** .23*** .25*** .11* -.21*** .18** -.04 .05 .05 
25. Safety Performance .29*** .30*** .34*** .20*** -.21*** .08 .16** -.02 .02 
26. Accidents/Injuries^^ -.19*** -.06 -.10* -.07 .35*** .01 -.01 -.11* -.02 
Notes: N = 312-411; ^^Accidents/Injuries were dichotomized; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
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Table 5 (Continued) 
  20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
1. Extraversion        2. Gregariousness        3. Excitement Seeking        4. Activity        5. Assertiveness        6. Positive Emotions        7. Warmth        8. Conscientiousness        9. Competence        10. Order        11. Dutifulness        12. Achievement        13. Self Discipline        14. Deliberation        15. Optimism Bias        16. Safety LOC        17. Presence of Others        18. Communication        19. Consequence of Error        20. Dangerousness (.90)       21. Incidence Rates .28*** -      22. Hazardous Conditions .30*** .15** -     23. Hazardous Equipment -.22*** .20*** .69*** -    24. Safety Climate -.06 .01 -.02 -.07 (.87)   25. Safety Performance -.07 .02 .00 -.11^ .50*** (.90) 
 26. Accidents/Injuries^^ .27*** .15** .12* .23*** -.12* -.13* - 
Notes: N = 312-411; ^^ Accidents/Injuries were dichotomized; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
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Table 6 
Moderated Regression Results: Physical Proximity to Others 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Physical Proximity .03 -.00 .01 .01 .01 -.01 .01 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .27***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .11^ ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .15** ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .14* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .24*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .08 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.21*** R2 .071*** .012 .022* .019* .058*** .006 .043** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Physical Proximity as a Moderator  ! ! ! ! !Physical Proximity -.26 -.04 -.15 -.27 .05 .06 .25 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .03       
2. Excitement Seeking  .06 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   -.13 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! -.18 ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .28 ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! 0.13 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! 0.31    ! ! ! ! !Interaction .36 .07 .31 41 -.05 -.09 -.59 
R2 .073*** .012 .025* .023 .058*** .006 .051** 
ΔR2 .002 .000 .003 .004 .000 .000 .008 
Notes: N = 310-317; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
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Table 7 
Moderated Regression Results: Communication with Others 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Communication with Others -.02 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.03 -.01 -.04 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .27***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .11^ ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .15** ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .14* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .24*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .08 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.21*** R2 .071*** .012 .022* .020* .059*** .006 .044** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Communication with Others as a Moderator  ! ! ! ! !Communication with Others .18 -.29 .18 .16 .02 .04 -.02 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .54       
2. Excitement Seeking  -.47 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .66 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .47 ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .33 ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .13 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.14    ! ! ! ! !Interaction -.34 .64 -.56 -.39 -.10 -.07 -.08 
R2 .072*** .017 .026* .021^ .059*** .006 .044** 
ΔR2 .001 .005 .003 .001 .000 .000 .000 
Notes: N = 310-317; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
! ! ! ! ! 
 
! ! !73 
Table 8 
Moderated Regression Results: Consequence of Error 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Consequence of Error .05 .03 .03 .02 .02 .02 .03 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .27***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .11^ ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .15** ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .14* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .24*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .08 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.21*** R2 .073*** .012 .023* .020* .058*** .007 .043*** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Consequence of Error as a Moderator  ! ! ! ! !Consequence of Error .01 -.30 -.08 .28 .10 .07 .38** 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .26*       
2. Excitement Seeking  -.09 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .07 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .27* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .28* ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .09 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! .07    ! ! ! ! !Interaction .05 .38 .14 -.30 -.09 -.05 .38** 
R2 .073*** .021^ .024^ .024^ .059*** .007 .064*** 
ΔR2 .000 .008 .001 .004 .001 .000 .021** 
Notes: N = 310-317; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
! ! ! ! 
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Table 9 
Moderated Regression Results: Self-Reported Dangerousness 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Dangerousness -.02 -.07 -.03 -.07 -.06 -.06 .03 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .26***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .11      3. Gregariousness   .14*     4. Activity    
.13* 
   5. Assertiveness     
.23*** 
  6. Safety Locus of Control      
.07 
 7. Optimism Bias       
-.22*** 
R2 .071*** .016^ .023* .023* .057*** .009 .043** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Dangerousness as a Moderator  ! ! ! ! !Dangerousness .20 -.07 .22 -.25 -.02 .35 .06 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .35*       
2. Excitement Seeking  0.11 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   0.36* ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! 0.04 ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! 0.25^ ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! 0.21 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -0.20    ! ! ! ! !Interaction -.23 .01 -.30^ .21 -.04 -.43 -.04 
R2 .072*** .016 .032* .024^ .058*** .013 .044** 
ΔR2 .001 .000 .009^ .001 .001 .004 .001 
Notes: N = 312-319; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
! ! ! ! 
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Table 10 
Moderated Regression Results: BLS Accident and Injury Rates  
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
BLS Accident and Injury Rates .04 .02 .03 .02 .02 .01 .06 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .28***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .11^ ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .17** ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .15* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .26*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .08 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.21*** R2 .078*** .012 .028* .021* .069*** .006 .044** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: BLS Accident and Injury Rates as a Moderator ! ! ! ! !BLS Accident and Injury Rates .35 .32 .08 .25 .21 .79 .43 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .31***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .15* ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .18* ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .17* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .28*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .13^ !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.17    ! ! ! ! !Interaction -.32 -.30 -.05 -.23 -.20 -.79 -.40 
R2 .080*** .015 .029* .023^ .069*** .013 .050** 
ΔR2 .002 .003 .001 .002 .000 .007 .006 
Notes: N = 302-309; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
! ! ! ! ! 
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Table 11 
Moderated Regression Results: Exposure to Hazardous Conditions Data 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Exposure to Hazardous Conditions .02 .00 .02 .01 .01 -.01 .06 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .28***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .12* ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .16** ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .14* ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .25*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .07 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.23*** R2 .077*** .014 .025* .020^ .062*** .005 .050** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Exposure to Hazardous Conditions as a Moderator ! ! ! ! !Exposure to Hazardous Conditions .14 -.27 -.10 -.05 .43^ .53 .23 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .30***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .05 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .12 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .13 ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .35*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .14^ !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.17*    ! ! ! ! !Interaction -.11 .29 .13 .06 -.44^ -.55 -.22 
R2 .077*** .020 .026* .020 .072*** .010 .055** 
ΔR2 .000 .006 .001 .000 .010^ .005 .000 
Notes: N = 289-296; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
 ! ! ! !
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Table 12 
Moderated Regression Results: Exposure to Hazardous Equipment Data  
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Exposure to Hazardous Equipment -.10^ -.11^ -0.10^ -.10^ -.11* -.12* -.06 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .28***       
2. Excitement Seeking  .13* ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   0.15* ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .16** ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .26*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .08 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.20** R2 .087*** .028* .033** .036** .077*** .018^ .047** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Hazardous Equipment as a Moderator  ! ! ! ! !Exposure to Hazardous Equipment -.31 -.20 -.35* -.35 .44 .53 .19 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .24**       
2. Excitement Seeking  .10 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .06 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .10 ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .38*** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! .18* !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.11    ! ! ! ! !Interaction .22 .10 .28 .26 -.58^ -.68^ -.30 
R2 .088*** .029* .041** .038* .086*** .030* .056** 
ΔR2 .001 .001 .008 .002 .009^ .012^ .009^ 
Notes: N = 280-286; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
! ! ! ! ! 
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Table 13 
Moderated Regression Results: Safety Climate 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Step 1: Direct effects        
Safety Climate .46*** .49*** .49*** .49*** .47*** .50*** .47*** 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .13**       
2. Excitement Seeking  .04 ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   .06 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .05 ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .13** ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! -.02 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.10* R2 .262*** .248*** .249*** .249*** .262*** .245*** .255*** 
   ! ! ! ! !Step 2: Safety Climate as a Moderator  ! ! ! ! !Safety Climate .50 .45* .27 .49* .64* .28 .47** 
1. Extraversion (Factor) .17 -.02      
2. Excitement Seeking   ! ! ! ! !3. Gregariousness   -.32 ! ! ! !4. Activity   ! .06! ! ! !5. Assertiveness   ! ! .32 ! !6. Safety Locus of Control   ! ! ! -.18 !7. Optimism Bias   ! ! ! ! -.10    ! ! ! ! !Interaction -.06 .08 .47 -.01 -.28 .30 .00 R2 .262*** .248*** .253*** .249*** .263*** .246*** .255*** 
ΔR2 .000 .000 .004 .000 .001 .001 .000 
Notes: N = 312-319; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ^ p < .10 
! ! ! !
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Figures 
 
 
!!
Figure 1. Graphical representation of the interaction between optimism bias and consequence of 
error predicting safety performance. High scores represent one standard deviation above the 
mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the mean. ! !
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Figure 2. Graphical representation of the interaction between gregariousness and self-reported 
dangerousness predicting safety performance. High scores represent one standard deviation 
above the mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the mean. 
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Figure 3. Graphical representation of the interaction between assertiveness and exposure to 
hazardous conditions in predicting safety performance. High scores represent one standard 
deviation above the mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the mean. 
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Figure 4. Graphical representation of the interaction between assertiveness and exposure to 
hazardous equipment in predicting safety performance. High scores represent one standard 
deviation above the mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the mean. 
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Figure 5. Graphical representation of the interaction between safety locus of control and 
exposure to hazardous equipment in predicting safety performance. High scores represent one 
standard deviation above the mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the 
mean. 
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Figure 6. Graphical representation of the interaction between optimism bias and exposure to 
hazardous equipment in predicting safety performance. High scores represent one standard 
deviation above the mean and low scores represent one standard deviation below the mean. 
 !
3.5 
4.0 
4.5 
5.0 
Low  High 
Sa
fe
ty
 P
er
fo
rm
an
ce
 
Optimism Bias 
High Hazardous Equipment 
Low Hazardous Equipment 
! ! !85 
!
 
 
Appendices 
  
! ! !86 
Appendix A: IPIP-NEO: Extraversion 
 
Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements describe you. 
 
 
Items Very 
Inaccurate 
Moderately 
Inaccurate 
Neither 
Accurate Nor 
Inaccurate 
Moderately 
Accurate 
Very 
Accurate 
Warmth 
1. Make friends easily.      
2. Feel comfortable around people.      
3. Avoid contact with others.      
4. Keep others at a distance.      
Gregariousness 
5. Love large parties.      
6.Talk to a lot of different people at 
parties. 
     
7. Prefer to be alone.      
8. Avoid crowds.      
Assertiveness 
9. Take charge.      
10. Try to lead others.      
11. Take control of things.      
12. Wait for others to lead the way.      
Activity 
13. Am always busy.      
14. Am always on the go.      
15. Do a lot in my spare time.      
16. Like to take it easy.      
Excitement-Seeking 
17. Love excitement.      
18. Seek adventure.      
19. Enjoy being reckless.      
20. Act wild and crazy.      
Cheerfulness 
21. Radiate joy.      
22. Have a lot of fun.      
23. Love life.      
24. Look at the bright side of life.      
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Appendix B: IPIP-NEO: Conscientiousness 
 
Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements describe you. 
 
 
Items Very 
Inaccurate 
Moderately 
Inaccurate 
Neither 
Accurate Nor 
Inaccurate 
Moderately 
Accurate 
Very 
Accurate 
Self-Efficacy 
1. Complete tasks successfully.      
2. Excel in what I do.      
3. Handle tasks smoothly.      
4. Know how to get things done.      
Orderliness 
5. Like to tidy up.      
6. Often forget to put things back 
in their proper place. 
     
7. Leave a mess in my room.      
8. Leave my belongings around.      
Dutifulness 
9. Keep my promises.      
10. Tell the truth.      
11. Break rules.      
12. Break my promises.      
Achievement-Striving 
13. Do more than what’s expected 
of me. 
     
14. Work hard.      
15. Put little time and effort into 
my work. 
     
16. Do just enough work to get by.      
Self-Discipline 
17. Am always prepared.      
18. Carry out my plans.      
19. Waste my time.      
20. Have difficulty starting tasks.      
Cautiousness 
21. Jump into things without 
thinking. 
     
22. Make rash decisions.      
23. Rush into things.      
24. Act without thinking.      
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Appendix C: Optimism Bias 
 
Please indicate how likely you think each of the following scenarios are to happen to you in 
comparison to someone else of your same gender, age, and occupation. These answers are meant 
to reflect your opinion.  
 
 
Items Extremely 
Unlikely 
to Happen 
  Somewhat 
Likely to 
Happen 
  Extremely 
Likely to 
Happen 
1. Suffer a work-related 
psychological illness 
       
2. Be ridiculed by another 
staff member at work 
       
3. Become stressed at work        
4. Be physically attacked or 
threatened by a staff 
member at work 
       
5. Submit a stress-claim at 
work 
       
6. Have an accident at work        
7. Neglect to report an 
occupational health and 
safety (OHS) hazard that 
results in injury 
       
8. Cause an injury to 
someone else at work 
       
9. Sustain a life-threatening 
injury or illness while at 
work 
       
10. Experience an OHS 
emergency at work (e.g., 
fire, chemical spill) 
       
11. Notice and report a 
potential OHS hazard 
       
12. Not comply with an 
OHS procedure 
       
13. Be harmed after not 
wearing/using protective 
equipment at work 
       
14. Be responsible for an 
OHS emergency at work 
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Appendix D: Safety Locus of Control 
Use the scale below to indicate your opinion about safety. Read each statement and then choose 
which response indicates your level of agreement.  
  ! !
Items Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. Industrial accidents are due to 
employee carelessness. 
     
2. Most on-the-job accidents and injuries 
result from employees’ mistakes. 
     
3. Most accidents and injuries at work can 
be avoided. 
     
4. Occupational accidents and injuries 
occur because employees do not take 
enough interest in safety. 
     
5. Most of my accidental injuries at work 
are/were preventable. 
     
6. No matter how hard employees try to 
prevent them, there will always be on-
the-job accidents. 
     
7. For me, avoiding accidents at work is a 
matter of luck. 
     
8. Industrial accidents are usually caused 
by unsafe equipment and poor safety 
regulations. 
     
9. Most on-the-job accidents can be 
blamed on poor management. 
     
10. It is the company’s responsibility to 
prevent all accidents at work. 
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Appendix E: Dangerousness 
 
Think about your job. Do you agree or disagree that each of the following words or phrases 
describes your job? Select one answer for each statement using the scale provided. 
  ! !
Items Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. Dangerous      
2. Safe      
3. Hazardous      
4. Risky      
5. Unhealthy      
6. Could get hurt easily      
7. Unsafe      
8. Fear for health      
9. Chance of death      
10. Scary      
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Appendix F: Safety Climate 
 
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about 
safety behavior in the organization where you work.  
 
Items Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. New employees quickly learn that they are 
expected to follow good safety practices. 
1 2 3 4 
2. There are no significant compromises or shortcuts 
taken when worker safety is at stake. 
1 2 3 4 
3. Where I work, employees and management work 
together to ensure the safest possible working 
conditions. 
1 2 3 4 
4. Employees are told when they do not follow good 
safety practices. 
1 2 3 4 
5. The safety of workers is a big priority with 
management where I work. 
1 2 3 4 
6. I feel free to report safety violations where I work. 1 2 3 4 
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Appendix G: Safety Performance  
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.  
 
Items Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. I use all the necessary safety equipment 
to do my job. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. I use the correct safety procedures for 
carrying out my job. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I ensure the highest levels of safety when 
I carry out my job. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I promote the safety program within the 
organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. I put in extra effort to improve the safety 
of the workplace. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. I voluntarily carry out tasks or activities 
that help to improve workplace safety. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix H: Safety Outcomes 
How many times have the following things happened to you at work in the past year? 
Items Never Once Twice Three 
times 
Four or 
more times 
1. I had an accident at work that I reported to a 
supervisor. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. I had an accident at work that I did not 
report to a supervisor. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I had a near accident at work (something 
that could have caused injury but did not). 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix I: Demographics 
 
Please indicate the following: 
 
1. Gender (circle one):  Male     Female  
 
2. What is your age in years? _____ 
 
3. Ethnicity: 
Asian  
Black   
Hispanic  
White  
Other (please specify) 
 
4. Please indicate how long you have been working at your current job: 
________ Years _________ Months 
 
5. Please indicate how many hours you work at your current job: 
________ Hours per week 
 
6. What is your job title (e.g., sales associate, lawyer, cashier)?  
_______________________ 
 
7. What is the type of organization you work for (e.g., hospital, retail store, or school)? 
_______________________ !!
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Appendix J: Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
 
10/7/2013  
Ms. Stephanie Andel  
University of South Florida  
Department of Psychology  
42092 E. Fowler Avenue  
Tampa, FL 33620  
 
RE: Exempt Certification ! 
IRB#: Pro00014798  
Title: Personality as a Predictor of Occupational Safety: Does it Really Matter?  
Study Approval Period: 10/4/2013 to 10/4/2018  
 
Dear Ms. Andel:  
 
On 10/4/2013, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) determined that your research meets USF 
requirements and Federal Exemption criteria as outlined in the federal regulations at 
45CFR46.101(b):  
 
(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), 
survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, unless: (i) 
information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly 
or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the human subjects' 
responses outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil 
liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation.  
Accepted Item(s):  
Informed Consent Document(s):  
Thesis_Consent_Snowball, Ver#1, 9.25.13  
Thesis_Consent_SONA, Ver#1., 9.25.13  
Snowball Sampling Email, Ver#1, 9.25.13  
 
As the principal investigator for this study, it is your responsibility to ensure that this research is 
conducted as outlined in your application and consistent with the ethical principles outlined in 
the Belmont Report and with USF IRB policies and procedures. Please note that changes to this 
protocol may disqualify it from exempt status. Please note that you are responsible for notifying 
the IRB prior to implementing any changes to the currently approved protocol.  
The Institutional Review Board will maintain your exemption application for a period of five 
years from the date of this letter or for three years after a Final Progress Report is received, 
whichever is longer. If you wish to continue this protocol beyond five years, you will need to 
submit a new application at least 60 days prior to the end of your exemption approval period. 
Should you complete this study prior to the end of the five-year period, you must submit a 
request to close the study.  
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We appreciate your dedication to the ethical conduct of human subject research at the University 
of South Florida and your continued commitment to human research protections. If you have any 
questions regarding this matter, please call 813-974-5638.  
  
 
 
The Institutional Review Board will maintain your exemption application for a period of five 
years from the date of this letter or for three years after a Final Progress Report is received, 
whichever is longer.  If you wish to continue this protocol beyond five years, you will need to 
submit a new application at least 60 days prior to the end of your exemption approval period.  
Should you complete this study prior to the end of the five-year period, you must submit a 
request to close the study. 
 
e a reciate r e icati  t  t e et ical c ct f a  s ject researc  at t e i ersit  
of outh lorida and your continued co it ent to hu an research protections.  If you have 
any questions regarding this matter, please call 813-974-5638. 
 
Sincerely,  
   
Kristen Salomon, Ph.D., Vice Chairperson 
USF Institutional Review Board 
